05/26/2005 16:36 FAX 7132368008 



CONLEY.ROSE 



©016/018 



Appl. No. 10/682,041 

Amdt dated May 26, 2005 

Reply to Office action of March 17, 2005 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Applicants have received the Office Action dated March 17, 2005, in which 
the Examiner: 1) rejected claims 1-5, 9-15, 25-29, 33-39, 49-53 and 57-63 under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Josten (U.S. Pat. No. 5,574,902); 
2) rejected claims 6-8, 16-17, 30-32, 40-42, 54-56 and 64-66 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Josten in view of Martin (U.S. Pat 
No. 6,154,813); and 3) objected to claims 19-22, 24, 43^*6, 48, 67-70 and 72 as 
being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would otherwise be allowed. 
Applicants appreciate the Examiner's conclusion that claims 19-22, 24, 43-46, 48, 
67-70 and 72 contain allowable subject matter. However, for the following 
reasons Applicants traverse the Examiner's rejections of the remaining pending 
claims. 

Claim 1 requires the use of a "unique identifier" that is assigned to a 
distributed file system. The Examiner analogizes Josten's ORD# to the claimed 
"unique identifier. 0 Josten, however, does not teach that the ORD# is assigned to 
a distributed file system. Instead, Josten explains that the ORD# "has a unique 
and ever-increasing value for each database within a single DBMS instance " 
Col. 7, lines 4-6. Thus, whereas Josten's ORD# is unique to each database, the 
claimed "unique identifier" is assigned to a distributed file system. 

Claim 1 also requires "changing the unique identifier to create a current 
unique identifier that is assigned to the distributed file system upon a failure of the 
server." The Examiner pointed out that Josten's ORD# can, in fact, change. 
While that may be true, Josten's ORD# is not described as being capable of 
changing "to create a current unique identifier that is assigned to the distributed 
file system upon a failure of the server." In fact, Josten explains that the "ORD# 
associated with a data page in LCB remains the same until the data page is 
written to stable storage." Col. 11, lines 24-25. Thus, even if Josten experiences 
a failure, apparently the ORD# assigned to a particular data page does not 
change. 
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For either or both of these reasons, claim 1 is patentable over Josten. The 
Examiner also used Martin to reject as obvious some of the claims. Martin does 
not satisfy the deficiencies of Josten explained herein. Further, all rejected claims 
that dependent on claim 1 are also patentable at least for the same reasons as 
claim 1 . 

Independent claim 25 requires a "unique identifier 11 that is assigned to a 
distributed file system and "changing the unique identifier upon a failure of the 
server." As explained above, Josten does not disclose (and Martin for that 
matter) either of these limitations. For at least these reasons, claim 25 and all 
rejected claims dependent thereon are allowable. 

Independent claim 49 requires a "unique identifier" that is assigned to a 
distributed file system and "changing the unique identifier upon a failure of the 
server." As explained above, Josten does not disclose (and Martin for that 
matter) either of these limitations. For at least these reasons, claim 49 and all 
rejected claims dependent thereon are allowable. 

In the course of the foregoing discussions, Applicants may have at times 
referred to claim limitations in shorthand fashion, or may have focused on a 
particular claim element. This discussion should not be interpreted to mean that 
the other limitations can be ignored or dismissed. The claims must be viewed as 
a whole, and each limitation of the claims must be considered when determining 
the patentability of the claims. Moreover, It should be understood that there may 
be other distinctions between the claims and the cited art which have yet to be 
raised, but which may be raised in the future. 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and that a timely Notice of 
Allowance be issued in this case. It is believed that no extensions of time or fees 
are required, beyond those that may otherwise be provided for in documents 
accompanying this paper. However, in the event that additional extensions of 
time are necessary to allow consideration of this paper, such extensions are 
hereby petitioned under 37 C.F.R. § 1.136(a), and any fees required (including 
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fees for net addition of claims) are hereby authorized to be charged to Hewlett- 
Packard Development Company's Deposit Account No. 08-2025. 



HEWLETT-PACKARD COMPANY 

Intellectual Property Administration 

Legal Dept., M/S35 

P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collins, CO 80527-2400 



Respectfully submitted, 




<PTO Reg. No. 44,144 
CONLEY ROSE, P.C. 
(713) 238-8000 (Phone) 
(713) 238-8008 (Fax) 



ATTORNEY FOR APPLICANTS 
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